In order to date and possibly identify the fragment, it will be useful to compare the surviving features, the material, and the nature of the damage it sustained with other statues exhibiting similar characteristics, as well as with portraits of Apries. Some Egyptologists argue that such an analysis is subjective and lacks the substantive proof provided by an inscription or an archaeological context.6 Unfortunately, many objects are too incomplete to have a meaningful inscription-one in which the name of a known, and therefore datable, individual is in evidence. Furthermore, inscriptions were often usurped in succeeding generations or added to previously uninscribed statues.7 Even an archaeological context can be misleading. With the comparatively rare exception of statuary actually found in intact tombs or temples, most objects are usually recovered from rubble heaps or in sites distinct from their original location,8 as was the Museum's graywacke fragment. Petrie records that it was discovThe notes for this article begin on page 13. 5
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Metropolitan Museum Journal www.jstor.org 6 ered in a field near the obelisk of Sesostris I along with other incomplete statuary from the New and Middle Kingdoms.9 Therefore, to determine the most likely origin of this object, its style must be related to other examples whose identification is reasonably certain. The finding place of the Metropolitan Museum's facial fragment offers some circumstantial evidence regarding its identity that will be taken into consideration as well. In some respects, such as poses and headdresses, the figural representations of ancient Egyptians remained fairly static over the course of approximately 3,000 years. Style did change, however, and it would appear that, even on idealized royal portraits, artists strove to make these images recognizable. Royal likenesses often were the models employed for the representations of private persons.'0 Similarities in the physiognomies of royal images are the basis of identifications used in this study.
One characteristic that suggests a Saite date for the fragment is its material, a stone favored in that period." Its use, however, was by no means confined to the Twenty-sixth Dynasty. It appears early in the Old Kingdom and is used well into the Ptolemaic period.'2 Although often called schist,'3 it is usually graywacke, a stone quarried in the Wadi Hammamat in Middle Egypt.'4 According to the latest available information, this is the only location in Egypt where it was found.'5 It was highly prized, as indicated by a quarry inscription in the Wadi Hammamat referring to the material as "this precious mineral."16 Graywacke's exceedingly fine grain and comparative softness permit it to be worked to a fine, satiny finish, with crisp detail and extensive modeling. Since artisans of the Twenty-sixth Dynasty took advantage of these traits to produce images of superb quality, the fact that the Metropolitan Museum's facial fragment exhibits the fine, satiny finish and crisp detail would, therefore, partially support the hypothesis of a Saite attribution.
Aside, however, from both the material, which was not exclusive to the Twenty-sixth Dynasty, and the undeniable skill of the sculptor, the style of the face differs significantly from well-attested examples of that time. Although there are numerous examples of inscribed, unquestionably assignable statues of the Saite Dynasty, only a small selection of them need be illustrated and compared to the facial fragment. I will consider only the products of royal workshops, choosing examples that are typical and span the years of that dynasty, also recognizing that these ateliers were the centers for stylistic develop- 
